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MR. FOREMAN: Good norning, Madam Chair and nenbers of
t he Conmm ssi on. I would like to once again thank you for
offering me the opportunity to revisit with you issues related to
t he thoroughbred industry.

In nmy appearance before this Conm ssion |last July and
ny previous witten testinony, | tried to inpress upon you the
di verse nature of the racing industry and the vast network of
interrelated jobs and services that are required to present the
daily racing program

Raci ng provides a significant positive econom c inpact
from rural comunities to wurban areas, to entire regions
t hroughout the country, to racing and the agribusiness of horse
breeding. This huge econom c inpact is generated because horse
racing, unlike any other sport or ganbling activity, creates a
demand for horses and a need for an extensive network of people
who nust breed, raise, train, and care for these animals each
day.

The lifeline of this vast network of people who work in
racing and rel ated businesses is the dollar wagered at racetracks
and ot her wage-earning facilities each day.

A portion of each dollar wagered at one of these
facilities is allocated to purses, the prize noney paid to
W nni ng horse owners. Purse noney filters from the owner down
through that vast network of workers and suppliers associated
with each horse and provides the capital for the owners to buy

fromthe breeder
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Purses are the econom c engine of racing. A strong
conpetitive purse structure preserves and creates jobs. Pur ses
determne the quality of one's racing product. It is
wel | -established and uncontroverted that a dollar lost by the
racing industry to conpetition is a dollar lost from handle,
which translates into a dollar lost from purses and a dollar
unavail able to those who work in and depend upon racing for their
l'ivelihood.

For the past 20 years, racing has faced increasing
conpetition from lotteries; gamng; sporting and entertai nnent
I ndustries; and, quite frankly, from sone of our very partners in
the racing business, our own state governnents. As a result,
raci ng has experienced declining econom cs.

In the past 25 years, pari-nmutuel wagering s share of
| egal i zed wagering has declined from28 percent to 7 percent. In
particular, in comunities where other forns of ganbling have
been introduced and conpetition with racing, racing has suffered
crippling declines in business.

Racing has been struggling to deal with this
phenonenon. And necessary steps are being taken to respond. In
the past year, for exanple, the thoroughbred industry created the
Nati onal Thoroughbred Racing Association to create economc
growt h, just as other sports have done in the past.

Sonme states and sone racetracks have responded by
seeking alternative forms of gamng as a way of neeting the stiff

chal  enge created by casinos and lotteries.
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My recommendation to the Conmssion relates to that
aspect of your study dealing with alternative forns of gam ng at
racetracks. As | said last July and | reiterate today, there is
no i ndustry consensus on this issue.

What consensus there is is that the integration of
alternative gamng at sone racetracks can help racing in those
venues survive and grow through the allocation of gam ng revenues
to enhance purses, preserve and protect |ive racing, preserve
jobs, and rebuild or inprove existing facilities.

Where alternative gamng has been introduced at
racetracks, there has been a significant positive inpact on
raci ng through purse enhancenent, preservation and growh of live
racing, and rebuilt facilities.

In each instance where alternative forns of gam ng have
been authorized at racetracks, the decision was nmade by a state
government based upon public policy considerations and its own
needs. That is, quite frankly, how the racing industry itself
evolved, from state to state throughout the history of our
country.

State legislative debate and citizen input at the state
and | ocal |evel has determ ned whet her racing should be permtted
and whet her alternative gam ng at those racetracks should al so be
permtted.

I n deciding whether and where to authorize other forns
of ganbling, states should not be prohibited or discouraged from
i ncluding racetracks, which, quite frankly, are a |ogical venue

in a potential mx of |ocations for such ganbling.
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Each state should retain its existing power to
det erm ne whet her and how to authorize other forns of ganbling at
racetracks and its appropriate relationship to the preservation
and pronotion of racing.

Gven their experience wth managi ng  wageri ng
operations and a |large fan base, racetracks should be allowed to
participate in such growh where states decide to expand
wageri ng.

In summary, decisions on whether to authorize other
forms of gamng and where such activity should be permtted
should be left to each state to decide for itself on an inforned
basi s.

Once again, I  thank you for affording ne the
opportunity to offer you mnmy suggestions on behalf of the racing

I ndustry.



